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We recommend modifying the text to explain why mitigation
measures are not available to the applicant. It seems that increasing
flows is a mitigation measure that is available to the project applicant.
Although doing so may mean that operations change enough to be
considered a separate alternative, but the action of increasing flows is
possible. This sentence suggests that the action is not something that
could be done. It can be done, which makes the negative impact
something that can be mitigated. It would be useful to remind the
reader of the selection criterion in Chapter 3A which restricts
operational elements of the CM1 alternatives to those that do not
require changes to water rights other than CVP/SWP contractors. This
seems to be the primary reason increased flows are not chosen as a
potential source for mitigation.

The comparison of the tables underscores how little information we
have about water quality in the Delta. This is acknowledged in the
narrative. It must be remembered that assumptions are being made
with no more than a snapshot of one day’s measurements in some
cases. These point strongly to the need to act conservatively until
current conditions are better understood through more robust
monitoring, and the impacts of the project alternative can be
predicted with reasonable confidence.

USEPA

Cooperating

The San Joaquin River currently contributes total ~10-15% of the flow
to the Delta. The question is how much will that percentage change as
a result of the project? Lower Sacramento River flow will increase the
impact of higher selenium concentrations from the San Joaquin.

USEPA

Cooperating
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The food web preference of bass for insects explains why there was
“....no difference in bass selenium concentrations in the Sacramento
river at Rio Vista and in the San Joaquin River at Vernalis...” The
statement that “...the reasons for this difference are unknown”
suggests a lack of understanding of the basic assumptions of the
selenium ecological model, i.e., that different food webs biomagnify
selenium to greater or lesser extents.

USEPA

Cooperating

The comment is made that nonpoint selenium sources in the San

the flows from the Grassland Bypass Project have reduced selenium
inputs to the San Joaquin and, thus, the Delta, they have not yet
achieved the TMDL limits. The project has had two extensions thus
far, and has a “due date” of 2019. Besides the Grassland Area, the
Westlands Area, which has not been able to discharge to the San

be able to meet TMDL limits that were set many years ago. Again,
that the San Joaquin source will not continue to be an issue is rather

speculative. The uncertainty around the issue should be
acknowledged in the analysis.

Joaquin Valley will be controlled through a TMDL. While it is true that

Joaquin for many years, will receive drainage service by the US Bureau
of Reclamation. The outcome is not certain for either of these areas to

great progress has been made in the Grassland Area, but to imply that

USEPA

Cooperating
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The Kd values used (see Table 5M at page 8M-19) are too low; this USEPA Cooperating
tends to underestimate bioaccumulation. The values range from 1000
to 1760 for models 1 -8, and then 2840 for Model 9. EPA uses using
Kd values of between 3000 and 5900 for EPA delta modeling (the
actual range is much larger — approx. 1,300 — 13,000).
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ference where this analysis was inserted for sturgeon.

ED_000733_PSTs_00012711-00023



